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\( ., - Department of Toxic Substances Control

Edwin F. Lowry, Director

Terry Tamminen 5796 Corporate Avenue Arnold Schwarzenegger
gency Secretary Cypress, California 90630-4732 Governor

March 25, 2004

Mr. Mark Alling

West Coast General Manager
Phibro - Tech, Inc.

8851 Dice Road

Santa Fe Springs, California 90670

COMMENTS ON THE PHASE Il SOIL VAPOR SURVEY AND SVE PILOT TEST
WORK PLAN, BIOVENTING TREATABILITY STUDY WORK PLAN, FINAL SOIL
VAPOR SURVEY WORK PLAN, AND FINAL PHASE | CORRECTIVE ACTION SOIL
VAPOR SURVEY REPORT, PHIBRO-TECH, INCORPORATED, 8851 DICE ROAD,
SANTA FE SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA 90670 (EPA ID NO. CAD008488025)

Dear Mr. Alling:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has reviewed the following

reports:

1. “Phase Il Soil Vapor Survey and SVE Pilot Test Work Plan”, dated
October 17, 2001

2. “Bioventing Treatability Study Work Plan”, dated February 16, 1998

3. “Final Soil Vapor Survey Work Plan”, dated February 16, 1998 and

4 “Final Phase | Corrective Action Soil Vapor Survey Report”, dated
November 16, 2001.

Enclosed are comments on the above listed documents from Mr. Jose Marcos,
Geological Services Unit and Mr. Laszlo Saska, P.E., Engineering Services Unit.

Please revise the subject document to address the attached comments and resubmit
within 90 days of the date of this letter.

If you have any questions or need clarifications, please contact me at (714) 484-5380

Sincerely,

Kath Miguel |
Hazardous Substances Engineer
Geology, Permitting and Corrective Action Branch

Attachments

cc: See next page
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CC:

Mr. Larry Bowerman, Chief

RCRA Corrective Action Office

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 1X

75 Hawthorne Street (WST-5)

San Francisco, California 94105

Mr. Dwight Glover

President

Phibro - Tech, Inc.

One Parker Plaza

Fort Lee, New Jersey 07024

Mr. Steven Cohen

Vice President and General Counsel
Phibro - Tech, Incorporated

One Parker Plaza, 14" Floor

Fort Lee, New Jersey 07024

Mr. Alonso Alatorre

Plant Manager

Phibro - Tech, Inc.

8851 Dice Road

Santa Fe Springs, California 90670

Mr. Zachary R. Walton

Attorney at Law

Paul Hastings, Janofsky & Walker LLP
55 Second Street, 24™ Floor

San Francisco, California 94105-3441

Mr. Edward A. “Chip” Vitarelli
Environmental Analyst

Paul Hastings, Janofsky & Walker LLP
55 Second Street, 24™ Floor

San Francisco, California 94105-3441

Ms. Karen Baker, C.E.G., C.H.G., Chief
Geology and Corrective Action Branch
Department of Toxic Substances Control
5796 Corporate Avenue

Cypress, California 90630
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CC:

Mr Aaron Yue, Unit Chief

Geology and Corrective Action Branch
Department of Toxic Substances Control
5796 Corporate Avenue

Cypress, California 90630

Ms. Kathy San Miguel

Project Manager

Geology and Corrective Action Branch
Department of Toxic Substances Control
5796 Corporate Avenue

Cypress, California 90630

Mr. Jose Marcos

Hazardous Substances Engineering Geologist
Geology and Corrective Action Branch
Department of Toxic Substances Control
5796 Corporate Avenue

Cypress, California 90630

Ms. Laura Rainey

Hazardous Substances Engineering Geologist
Geology and Corrective Action Branch
Department of Toxic Substances Control
5796 Corporate Avenue

Cypress, California 90630

Chron File



\‘ ‘, Department of Toxic Substances Control

Edwin F. Lowry, Director

Terry Tamminen 5796 Corporate Avenue Arnold Schwarzenegger
Agency Secretary Cypress, California 90630 Governor
Cal/lEPA
MEMORANDUM
TO: Kathy San Miguel, P.E.

Hazardous Substances Engineer
Geology, Permitting and Corrective Action Branch
FROM: Jose Marcos e 2 T T ' ' -
Engineering Geologist .’
Geological Services L\nit

CONCUR: Laura Rainey, R.Gx
Senior Engineering Geologi
Geological Services Unit

DATE: March 12, 2004

SUBJECT: PHIBRO-TECH, INC., SANTA FE SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA
FINAL SOIL VAPOR SURVEY WORK PLAN
FEBRUARY 16, 1998
(REVISED JANUARY 9, 2002)

PCA: 22120 SITE CODE: 300142 WP: 00 MPC: 19

As requested, the Geological Services Unit (GSU) of the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) reviewed the document entitled, “Phibro-Tech, Inc., Santa
Fe Springs, California, Final Soil Vapor Survey Work Plan”, dated February 16, 1998
and revised January 9, 2002. The document was prepared by Camp Dresser & McKee
Inc. for Phibro-Tech, Inc.

BACKGROUND

As required by the August 2, 1995 “Hazardous Waste Facility Permit Modification” for
Phibro-Tech, Inc., a soil vapor survey workplan shall be submitted to DTSC to fully
define the nature and extent of volatile organic compound (VOC) contamination in the
vapor phase at the facility. ..¢

GSU reviewed and provided comments via a memorandum dated February 8, 2001 on
“Soil Vapor Survey Workplan” dated February 16, 1998. DTSC transmitted the
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memorandum to the facility and requested a revised workpian via a letter dated
February 9, 2001. The workplan proposed to investigate a limited area located at the
northwest portion of the facility. Samples were to be collected from depths of five and
fifteen feet below ground surface (bgs). Samples were to be collected from a depth of
twenty feet bgs from two locations and from other locations where the fifteen foot
samples detected significant concentrations of VOCs. Additional sample locations were
contingent on the results of the initial soil vapor sampling. The revised “Final Soil Vapor
Survey Work Plan”, dated January 9, 2002 was submitted to DTSC after the soil vapor
investigation had been conducted on March 3 and 4, 2001.

Results of the soil vapor investigation were reported in “Corrective Action Soil Vapor
Survey Report” dated April 16, 2001. GSU reviewed the document and provided
comments via a memorandum dated June 12, 2001. The revised document was re-
submitted as “Final Phase | Corrective Action Soil Vapor Survey Report’, dated
November 16, 2001. Based on the results of the investigation, the report concluded that
additional soil vapor sampling will be necessary to delineate the lateral and vertical
extent of the VOC contamination.

The facility submitted “Phase Il Soil Vapor Survey and SVE Pilot Test Work Plan”, dated
October 17, 2001, proposing to continue the investigation initiated in the previous soil
vapor survey. This document is currently under review and comments will be
forthcoming.

The following documents were also reviewed in conjunction with the January 9, 2002
“Soil Vapor Survey Work Plan”

e “Final Phase [ Corrective Action Soil Vapor Survey Report”, November 16, 2001
e “Phase Il Soil Vapor Survey and SVE Pilot Test Work Plan”, October 17, 2001

Based on the review of the above-mentioned documents, with emphasis on the “Final
Soil Vapor Survey Work Plan”, February 16, 1998, revised January 9, 2002, the
following comments are noted:

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Although the “Final Soil Vapor Survey Work Plan”, (Workplan) dated February
16, 1998, revised January 9, 2002 has already been implemented to conduct the
investigation for “FinakPhase | Corrective Action Soil Vapor Survey Report”,
November 16, 2001, additional future soil vapor investigations still need to be
completed to fully characterize the VOC contamination in the vadose zone at the
northwest portion as well as other areas at the facility. The next proposed soll
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vapor investigation is described in “Phase Il Soil Vapor Survey and SVE Pilot
Test Work Plan”, October 17, 2001, which cites the Workplan as the primary soil
vapor investigation reference.

Due to the foreseen additional future soil vapor investigations to be performed at
the facility, GSU recommends that an updated generic soil vapor workplan be
submitted to DTSC. The updated workplan will serve as the base soil vapor
investigation workplan for future soil vapor investigations at the facility.

In addition to the “Interim Guidance for Soil Gas Investigation” prepared by the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board — Los Angeles Region
(LARWQCB), dated February 25, 1997, the more current “Advisory — Soil Gas
Investigations” (Advisory) prepared by DTSC and LARWQCRB, dated January 28,
2003, should be followed. Please ensure that the soil vapor workplan is in
compliance with the guidelines set forth in the Advisory. The Advisory can be
obtained from DTSC'’s website at www.dtsc.ca.gov.

Furthermore, the updated Workplan should be in compliance with the
requirements set forth in the 1995 “Hazardous Waste Facility Permit
Modification”.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1.

Section 1.0, Introduction and Purpose, page 1

‘The Soil Vapor Survey Work Plan states that “(DTSC) requires that a soil vapor

survey be conducted within a designated halogenated volatile organic compound
(VOC) investigation area...”. Please note that the 1995 “Hazardous Waste
Facility Permit Modification” section E.4.b page 52.a.4 clearly states that the
designated VOC soil vapor investigation area is tentative and is not limited to the
boundaries identified in Figure 2 of the 1995 document. The initial investigation
area is intended to serve as a starting point in determining the full fateral and
vertical extent of VOC contamination in the vadose zone.

Section 3.0, Sampling Methods, pages 4 to 10 and Section 5.0, Quality
Assurance/Quality Control, pages 10 and 11

Please clearly address GSU’s General Comment 2 in these sections.

Please update these sections to provide additional details regarding the step-by-
step process in the installation and sampling of the soil vapor probes. Because
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the Workplan was prepared prior to the release of the 2003 soil vapor Advisory,
GSU recommends that the Workplan be updated to ensure that all procedures
and equipment are in accordance with the soil vapor Advisory.

In addition, GSU recommends that ten percent of the sample locations having
the highest detected concentrations of VOCs should be sampled using
SUMMA™ canisters and analyzed using U.S. EPA Method TO-14A with
reporting limits not to exceed 1 ug/m?.

Also, in addition to remedial design support, please update the data quality
objectives (DQOs) to include collection of quality VOC data to support a human
health risk assessment. Please revise the DQOs to reflect that properly collected
soil vapor data in accordance with the previously mentioned sail vapor guidance
documents may be utilized not only for VOC screening purposes but aiso for
indoor-air risk pathway assessment as part of the human health risk assessment.

3. Appendix A, InterPhase’s Soil Gas Procedures, December 1998

Please provide an updated version of the mobile laboratory’s standard soil vapor
sampling procedures. Please ensure that the contract mobile laboratory’s
standard operating procedures are in accordance with the soil vapor Advisory.

If you have any questions, you may contact me by telephone at (714) 484-5492 or by
e-mail at jmarcos@dtsc.ca.gov.

cc:  Alfredo Zanoria, CEG, CHg
File



\‘ L Department of Toxic Substances Control

Edwin F. Lowry, Director

Terry Tamminen 5796 Corporate Avenue Arnold Schwarzenegger
Agency Secretary Cypress, California 90630 Governor
Cal/EPA
MEMORANDUM
b TO: Kathy San Miguel, P.E.

Hazardous Substances Engineer
Geology, Permitting and Corrective Action Branch

FROM: Jose Marcos T g b
Engineering Geologist .
Geological Services Unit

CONCUR: Laura Rainey, R.G. (;//C‘
Senior Engineering Seologist
Geological Services Unit

DATE: March 12, 2004

SUBJECT: PHIBRO-TECH, INC., SANTA FE SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA
FINAL PHASE | CORRECTIVE ACTION

SOIL VAPOR SURVEY REPORT
NOVEMBER 16, 2001

PCA: 22120 SITE CODE: 300142 WP: 00 MPC: 19

As requested, the Geological Services Unit (GSU) of the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) reviewed the document entitled, “Phibro-Tech, Inc., Santa
Fe Springs, California, Final Phase | Corrective Action Soil Vapor Survey Report”, dated
November 16, 2001. The document was prepared by Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. for
Phibro-Tech, Inc.

BACKGROUND .

As required by the August 2, 1995 “Hazardous Waste Facility Permit Modification” for
Phibro-Tech, Inc., a soil vapor investigation is required at the facility to characterize the
nature and extent of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in the vadose zone and to
determine if remedial action.is necessary.

On March 3 and 4, 2001, the facility conducted a limited soil vapor survey at the
northwest portion of the facility. Results of the soil vapor investigation were reported in
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“Corrective Action Soil Vapor Survey Report” dated April 16, 2001. GSU reviewed the
document and provided comments via a memorandum dated June 12, 2001. The
revised document was re-submitted as “Final Phase | Corrective Action Soil Vapor
Survey Report” (Report), dated November 16, 2001. Based on the resuits of the
investigation, the report concluded that additional soil vapor sampling will be necessary
to delineate the lateral and vertical extent of the VOC contamination.

On October 17, 2001, the facility submitted “Phase Il Soil Vapor Survey and SVE Pilot
Test Work Plan” proposing to continue the investigation initiated in the March 2001 soil
vapor survey.

The following documents were also reviewed in conjunction with the November 16,
2001 “Phase | Corrective Action Soil Vapor Survey Report™:

e “Final Soil Vapor Survey Work Plan”, February 16, 1998, revised January 9, 2002
e “Phase Il Soil Vapor Survey and SVE Pilot Test Work Plan” October 17, 2001

Based on the review of the above-mentioned documents, with emphasis on the “Phase /
Corrective Action Soil Vapor Survey Report’, November 16, 2001, the following
comments are noted:

GENERAL COMMENT

1. Additional deficiencies were identified by GSU which would warrant another
revision of the soil vapor Report. GSU recommends that as an alternative to
revising and re-submitting a soil vapor report which addresses GSU’s comments
listed below, the facility should wait until the results from the Phase Il soil vapor
investigation are available and submit a new comprehensive soil vapor report
which incorporates the Phase | and |l soil vapor survey results.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Section 4.3, Modeling Potential Impacts of Vadose Zone Soils to Groundwater,
page 4

Please remove this section from the Report as it is premature to calculate
remediation goals and remedial action performance criteria. Furthermore, input
parameters and assumptions used in the calculations are not acceptable.
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2. Section 5.0, Recommendations, page 5

GSU concurs with the recommendation that additional soil vapor samples are
necessary to delineate the full lateral and vertical extent of the soil vapor
contamination.

However, GSU believes that it is more appropriate to include the details of the
proposed additional soil vapor investigation in the Phase |l soil vapor survey
workplan. Please remove all details pertaining to the proposed additional soil
vapor investigation from this Report and incorporate them in the Phase |l soil
vapor workplan.

3. Figures 3 -1 to 3 -10, VOC Soil Vapor Contours

Please indicate the sample depth(s) for each figure. Also, it is not appropriate to
use a 0.0 ug/L concentration value, please use the convention: ND < reporting
limit (i.e. ND<1.0 ug/L, constituent not detected above the method reporting limit).

4. Figure 3 — 12, Soil Vapor Concentration for Cross Section B-B’

Please verify and clearly indicate on the figure that the contour lines indicate the
total VOC concentration.

The cross section shows the approximate water table elevation at 53 feet beiow
ground surface. Please reference the report from which this data is recorded.
Also, please identify the historical shallowest water table depth and reference the
document from which the data was obtained.

The cross section shows inferred contours for the 500 ug/L and 1,000 ug/L total
VOC concentration. Based on the predominantly increasing vertical trend of the
total VOC concentrations, GSU does not concur with the interpretation that the
1,000 ug/L contour should be limited to approximately 43 feet bgs and that a 500
ug/L contour exists below the 1,000 ug/L contour just above the indicated water
table. GSU acknowledges that these are only inferred contours, however, GSU
believes that the increasing total VOC concentrations for most of the borings do
not support these interpretations. Additional vertical and lateral data is
necessary to define the extent of the VOC contamination. GSU recommends
that the lower 500 ug/k inferred contour be removed and the 1,000 ug/L contour
be re-drawn to show queries (i.e. 7) along with the dashed lines due to
insufficient vertical data and to indicate that the inferred contours are only
interpretations based on the limited data.
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5. Figure 3 — 13, Soil Vapor Concentration for Cross Section A-A’

GSU believes that it is possible that the upper surface of the 300 ug/L contour
may extend throughout the length of the cross section and that the lower
boundary of the 300 ug/L may not be present as depicted on the cross section.
As stated in Specific Comment 4, additional vertical and lateral data is necessary
to define the extent of the VOC contamination. Please re-evaluate the cross
section and revise accordingly based on the comments provided in Specific
Comments 4 and 5.

GSU also recommends that additional cross sections be developed for the
individual VOCs.

6. Table 3 — 2, Off-site Lab Confirmation Results

Please identify the sample name and depth from which the off-site and on-site
samples originated from.

7. Table 4 — 2, Calculated Soil Cleanup Screening Levels
Please see Specific Comment 1.

8. Table 5 — 1, Soil Vapor Sampling Depths and Appendix C, Calculation Backup
for Soil Screening Levels

Please see Specific Comment 1.

If you have any questions, you may contact me by telephone at (714) 484-5492 or by
e-mail at jmarcos@dtsc.ca.gov.

cc:  Alfredo Zanoria, CEG, CHg
File



\(‘, Department of Toxic Substances Control

Edwin F. Lowry, Director

Terry Tamminen 5796 Corporate Avenue Arnold Schwarzenegger
Agency Secretary Cypress, California 90630 Governor
Cal/EPA
MEMORANDUM
TO: Kathy San Miguel, P.E.

Hazardous Substances Engineer
Geology, Permitting and Corrective Action Branch

FROM: Jose Marcos trrg
Engineering Geologist "/
Geological Services Unit

CONCUR: Laura Rainey, R.G.r‘g@k/g\—/
Senior Engineering Geologist
Geological Services Unit

DATE: March 12, 2004

SUBJECT: PHIBRO-TECH, INC., SANTA FE SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA
PHASE Il SOIL VAPOR SURVEY AND
SVE PILOT TEST WORK PLAN
OCTOBER 17, 2001

PHIBRO-TECH, INC., SANTA FE SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA
BIOVENTING TREATABILITY STUDY WORKPLAN
FEBRUARY 16, 1998

PCA: 22120 SITE CODE: 300142 WP: 00 MPC: 31

As requested, the Geological Services Unit (GSU) of the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) reviewed the documents entitled, “Phase Il Soil Vapor
Survey and SVE Pilot Test Work Plan”, dated October 17, 2001; and “Bioventing
Treatability Study Work Plan”, dated February 16, 1998. The documents were prepared
by Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. for Phibro-Tech, Inc.

Background
¢

As required by the August 2, 1995 “Hazardous Waste Facility Permit Modification” for
Phibro-Tech, Inc., a soil vapor investigation is required at the facility to characterize the
nature and extent of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in the vadose zone and to
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determine if remedial action is necessary.

On March 3 and 4, 2001, the facility conducted a limited soil vapor survey at the
northwest portion of the facility. Results of the soil vapor investigation were reported in
“Corrective Action Soil Vapor Survey Report” dated April 16, 2001. GSU reviewed the
document and provided comments via a memorandum dated June 12, 2001. The
revised document was re-submitted as “Final Phase | Corrective Action Soil Vapor
Survey Report’, dated November 16, 2001. Based on the results of the investigation,
the report concluded that additional soil vapor sampling will be necessary to delineate
the lateral and vertical extent of the VOC contamination.

On October 17, 2001, the facility submitted “Phase Il Soil Vapor Survey and SVE Pilot
Test Work Plan” proposing to continue the investigation initiated in the March 2001 soil
vapor survey. A soil vapor extraction (SVE) pilot test workplan proposing to install a
pilot well located near MW-11 also accompanied the Phase Il Soil Vapor Work Plan.
On February 16, 1998, the facility submitted “Bioventing Treatability Study Work Plan”
proposing to conduct a bioventing treatability study at the former underground storage
tank area.

In a letter dated March 20, 2002 from the facility to DTSC, the facility proposed the
merging of the SVE pilot testing and bioventing workplans due to the similar design
parameters for the two technologies.

The following documents were also reviewed for background reference:

e “Final Soil Vapor Survey Work Plan”, February 16, 1998, revised January 9, 2002
“Final Phase | Corrective Action Soil Vapor Survey Report’, November 16, 2001

e “Combining SVE/Bioventing Pilot Testing at the Phibro-Tech, Inc., Santa Fe
Springs Facility”, March 20, 2002

Based on the review of the above-mentioned documents, with emphasis on the “Phase
Il Soil Vapor Survey and SVE Pilot Test Work Plan”, dated October 17, 2001, and
“Bioventing Treatability Study Work Plan”, dated February 16, 1998, the following
comments are noted:

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. As stated in previous'&SU memoranda, GSU understands that the facility wishes
to move forward with a limited Phase |l soil vapor survey to support the design
and implementation of the SVE pilot testing program. However, permit
compliance requires complete characterization of the nature and extent of VOC
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impacts. Knowledge of the nature and extent of VOC impacts is necessary and
critical for the appropriate design of a SVE system, for both pilot testing and full
scale implementation.

GSU emphasizes the need to fully understand the nature and extent of the VOC
impacts prior to implementing any remedial action program.

2. Please propose the additional modifications identified in the March 20, 2002
letter into the Phase Il and SVE workplan and submit to DTSC for review and
consideration. In addition, as requested by the facility, please incorporate the
bioventing workplan with the SVE pilot test workplan during the submittal of the
revised documents.

3. GSU defers comments to the DTSC Engineering Services Unit for issues
pertaining to the SVE pilot testing and bioventing design parameters.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

“Phase Il Soil Vapor Survey and SVE Pilot Test Work Plan”, dated October 17, 2001

1. Section 1.0, Introduction, page 1

“The results of the survey were reported in the Corrective Action Soil Vapor
~ Survey Report (CDM, April 16, 2001).”

In addition to the April 16, 2001 report, a November 16, 2001 “Final Phase |
Corrective Action Soil Vapor Survey Report” was also submitted to DTSC.
Please state clearly that two reports have been submitted containing the results
of the initial soil vapor survey and that a comprehensive soil vapor report will be
submitted incorporating the Phase [ and Phase Il soil vapor survey results as
recommended by GSU in the memorandum pertaining to the “Final Soil Vapor
Survey Work Plan”, February 16, 1998, revised January 9, 2002.

2. Section 2.2, Sample Locations, page 3

The Phase Il workplan removed SV-38 located between MW-11 and SV-8 that

was previously proposed in “Final Soil Vapor Survey Work Plan”, February 16,

1998, revised Januamp9, 2002. GSU recommends the inclusion of SV-38 to be
sampled at 5, 18, 30 and 45 feet bgs.
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3. Section 2.3, Sampling Methods, page 3

“The Phase Il CASVS will be performed according to method described in the
Final Soil Vapor Survey Work Plan (CDM, October 2001, pending), which
incorporates DTSC comments on the draft work plan. These are the methods
that were used to perform the Phase | CASVS”

Please note that the “Final Soil Vapor Survey Work Plan”, February 16, 1998,
revised January 9, 2002 is outdated and currently not acceptable for the
proposed Phase Il soil vapor survey. Please refer to the specific GSU
memorandum pertaining to the said document where GSU recommended that
the workplan be revised and updated and will serve as a generic soil vapor
survey workplan for future soil vapor investigations, including the Phase |l soil
vapor investigation. Approval of the Phase It and SVE workplan is contingent
upon the approval of the generic soil vapor workplan.

4. Section 3.0, SVE Test, page 5
Please see General Comment 1.

Please explain how the Phase Il soil vapor survey results will be utilized for the
design and implementation of the SVE pilot study.

5. Section 3.2.1, SVE Wells, page 5 and Section 3.2.2, Monitoring Points, page 8

Because proper placement of the screen interval is critical in the design and
installation of vadose zone monitoring wells and future vapor extraction wells,
GSU recommends the inclusion of detailed lithologic data (i.e. boring logs) from
nearby borings. If possible, the figures depicting the well designs should also
incorporate lithologic data from nearby borings.

6. Section 4.2, Reporting, page 14
“CDM will submit a combined Phase Il CASVS and SVE Pilot Test Report.”

As stated previously, GSU recommends the submittal of a comprehensive soil
vapor survey report composed of the Phase | and Il soil vapor survey results.
The SVE pilot test should be conducted after the nature and extent of the VOC
contamination has been sufficiently characterized.
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7. Section 5.3, Health and Safety, page 15
Please verify the existence of a current and approved health and safety plan.
8. Section 5.4, Permitting, page 15

Please provide additional details regarding the necessary permits required to
conduct the proposed activities.

9. Section 5.5, Residual Management, page 15

Please provide additional details regarding the handling of investigation derived
and other wastes generated from the proposed activities.

If you have any questions, you may contact me by telephone at (714) 484-5492 or by
e-mail at jmarcos@dtsc.ca.gov.

cc:  Alfredo Zanoria, CEG, CHg
File

o



\(‘ Department of Toxic Substances Control

Edwin F. Lowry, Director
8800 Cal Center Drive
Winston H. Hickox Sacramento, California 95826-3200 Gray Davis
Agency Secretary Governor
California Environmental
Protection Agency

MEMORANDUM

TO: Kathy San Miguel, Project Manager
Geology and Corrective Action Branch, Cypress
(714) 484-5380 Fax: (714) 484 5411
VIA: John Hart, P.E., Chief
Engineering Services Unit
(916) 255-6663 ax:  (916) 255 3697
FROM: Laszlo Saska, P.E. ch/;1776
Engineering Services Unit * E’ép =%
(916) 255-6668 Fax: (916) 255-3697 (" = SHEMICAL L.
DATE: September 6, 2002

SUBJECT: Phase Il Soil Vapor Survey and SVE Pilot Test Work Plan, Phibro-Tech,
Inc., by COM Camp Dresser & McKee, dated October 17, 2001

On February 14, 2002, you had forwarded the above referenced document (Work Plan)
to the Engineering Services Unit (ESU) for review. You had requested our technical
evaluation of the portions of the Work Plan pertaining to the soil vapor extraction (SVE)
Pilot Test Work Plan. As a resuit of our review, ESU would like to offer the following
comments for your consideration.

Summary:

The Work Plan, as it pertains only to the SVE Pilot Test, in an overall sense, is a
competent and reasconable document under which to conduct an SVE pilot test. More
specifically, however, ESU has identified a few areas that we feel require clarification or
modification to complete the Work Plan and to improve its test results. These areas are
detailed below.

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption.
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web-site at www.dlsc.ca.gov.
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Comments and Recommendations:

1) Objectives: ESU concurs that executing the Work Plan as written and with the
noted recommendations below will provide the necessary data to meet the stated SVE

objectives.

2) Zone of Influence: The Work Plan suggests that the zone of influence (ZOt), also
known as radius of influence or ROI, be defined based on the observed vacuum
responses in the monitoring wells, although it does not state the minimum vacuum
response at which the ZOl is to be defined.

In general, ESU recommends that the determination of the ZOI of an SVE well be
based on a minimum vapor velocity through the soil pores, instead of on the traditional
minimum observed vacuum response. The minimum pore vapor velocity at the ZOlI,
usually of 0.01 cm per second, provides for a good balance between extraction
economics and mass removal rates by taking into account diffusion from tighter
formations, vapor travel times from the fringes of the ZOI to the extraction well, etc.
The minimum pore velocity is modeled using both observed vacuum responses and on
the measured local soil permeabilities. However, for smaller sites where modeling of
Z0Ol using local pore velocities would be disproportionately labor intensive, ZOl may
instead be based on the traditional vacuum response if a conservative minimum
vacuum value is chosen. Thus, ESU recommends that the ZOI be defined as the radial
distance from the extraction well at which the observed vacuum response is at least 0.2

inches of water.

3) Monitoring Points: Figure 3-1 of the Work Plan indicates the locations of the
proposed monitoring points to be used for monitoring the vacuum response in the
subsurface. For extraction well SVE-1, the monitoring points are located at
approximate distances of 27, 125, 135, and 164 feet. In general, the locations and the
magnitude of distances of the monitoring points appear appropriate for the fine/coarse
sandy type of soil. However, a significant gap in monitoring ability exists between the
27- and 125-foot distances. For this reason, ESU recommends that either the
monitoring points be rearranged, or an additional monitoring point be established, such
that a monitoring location be made available in the 40- to 50-foot radial distance from

SVE-1.

4) PID Measurements: As the Work Plan correctly mentions, a vacuum pump may be
necessary to pull VOC samples for the field PID instrument from sample ports with high
enough vacuum levels. ESU recommends that the manufacturer of the PID instrument
be consulted prior to the SVE pilot testing to determine the requirements for such a
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pump, in order to ensure that measurements by the PID are indeed representative of
actual conditions in the low pressure vapor extraction lines.

5) Vadose Zone Vacuum Measurements: The Work Plan states that “wellhead
vacuum will be measured and a value will be recorded when the reading is stable.
Vacuum readings will then be taken at all vadose zone monitoring points.” Perhaps the
intent is already implied, but to be explicit, ESU recommends that final vacuum readings
at the vadose zone monitoring points be taken only after the vacuum readings have

stabilized at those points also.

6) Off-site Vapor Quality Measurements: The Work Plan proposes to collect one
sample from each extraction well during the step-test portion of the pilot test. The Work
Plan does not state during which step of the step-test the off-site sample is to be
collected from each well. Regardless, it may be more appropriate to collect at least two
samples from each of the extraction wells for off-site analysis. Perhaps one sample
could be collected during the first step (i.e. the 25-scfm step) and one during the last
step, whichever that may be. Such an approach would provide the benefit of having
more data to evaluate the representativeness of the PID measurements as compared
to the off-site analysis results, as well as allow a preliminary indication of any VOC
speciation with respect to time. Thus, ESU recommends that at least two Summa
canister-based samples be collected for off-site analysis from each of the extraction
wells, one early and one late during the step-tests. ESU also recommends that the final
SVE Pilot Test Report, which is to include the results of the SVE Pilot Test, include a
brief comparative analysis of the measurements by the PID field instrument and those

of the off-site laboratory.

7) Schedule of Testing: ESU recommends that an appropriate amount of time gap
(as determined by subsurface monitoring) be established between the end of the short-
term performance test for SVE-1 and the start of the step-test for SVE-2 to allow for the
desired equilibration of subsurface vacuum levels.

8) Vapor Treatment System Measurements: The Work Plan is silent about the
specifics of monitoring the activated carbon vapor treatment system, as well as about
the conditions that would require vessel rotation or carbon change out. Thus, ESU
recommends that the following be clearly specified in the Work Plan: 1) monitoring
frequencies, 2) monitoring locations, 3) monitoring types, 4) system emission
limitations, 5) criteria (such as amount of VOC breakthrough) that triggers specific
actions for the vapor treatment system, such as vessel rotation, carbon change-out, etc.
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Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact ESU.

cc:  Laura Rainey, DTSC
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\(‘ Department of Toxic Substances Control

Winston H. Hickox
Agency Secretary

Edwin F. Lowry, Director
8800 Cal Center Drive

Sacramento, California 35826-3200 Gray Davis
Governor

California Environmental
Protection Agency

MEMORANDUM

TO: Kathy San Miguel, Project Manager
Geology and Corrective Action Branch, Cypress
(714) 484-5380 Fax: (714)484-5411
VIA: John Hart, P.E., Chief ZL S35
Engineering Services Unit '
(916) 255-6663 Fax: (916) 255-3697
SASKA
FROM: Laszlo Saska, P.E. No. 4776 :
Engineering Services Unit L Exp. &/3/o4 [
(916) 255-6668 Fax: (916)255-3697 ~ A\K ™, CHEMICAL . %,
(/}‘ Tues. d"‘.’ \i\\
DATE: September 6, 2002 4 af GA\\W‘;.,

SUBJECT: Bioventing Treatability Study Work Plan, Phibro-Tech, inc., by Camp
Dresser & McKee, dated February 16, 1998

On April 23, 2002, you had forwarded the above referenced document (Work Plan) to
the Engineering Services Unit (ESU) for review. You had requested our technical
evaluation of the above Bioventing Treatability Study Work Plan (Bio Work Plan). ESU

had reviewed the Bio Work Plan.

Incidentally, ESU had also reviewed another submittal for Phibro-Tech, Inc.: the Phase
Il Soil Vapor Survey and SVE Pilot Test Work Plan, (SVE Work Plan) dated October
17, 2001, also by Camp Dresser & McKee. ESU provided comments to you on that
document in a separate memorandum, also dated September 6, 2002.

Our comments at this time focus only on the relationship of the two proposals.

The Bio Work Plan notes that any future bioventing system would target the location of
the former Underground Storage Tanks (UST). However, this location will apparently
be also covered by soil vapor extraction (SVE) activities in the future. Thus,
coordination of the two remedial activities, starting with their predecessor work plans

and pilot studies, is important.

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption.
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web-site at www.dtsc.ca.gov.

@ Printed on Recycled Paper
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SOUTHERN CAL {FORNIA LABORATORY
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS UNIT 4;
1449 W. TEMPLE STREET, LOS ANGELES
TEL: 213 620-3376

NARRAT | VE

. THIS ANALYTICAL REPORT PACKAGE WAS PREPARED FOR SCL SAMPLES 8649 to 8652

. SAMPLES WERE COLLECTED ON 03/14/90 AT SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA CHEMICALS L)

- — . T i . e v - e i e o i S e e P S ot A S o i . S e o e P MM e . i S . W Vo M Gt o o o ot

. SAMPLES WERE : )

RECEIVED ON 03/15/90

EXTRACTED ON 03/19/90 - 03/20/90 BY EPA METHOD 3540 (SOXHLET EXTRACTION).

—— oy e i o’ " o et o e o - - —— — - -

CLEANUP  ON 03/20/90 - 03/21/90 BY EPA METHOD 3620 (FLORISIL COLUMN CLEANUP).

ANALYZED ON 03/22/90 - 03/29/90 BY EPA METHOD 8080/8081 (PCB ANALYSIS).

. DURING THE COURSE OF THESE ANALYS!S, the first set of Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike
Duplicate analysis result was out of the established QC 1imit and was rejected, due to
a high background level of PCB 1260 and inadequate level of spike. MS/MSD analysis was
repeated with sample SCL 8659. Satisfactory data was obtained. NO OTHER PROBLEMS WERE
ENCOUNTERED.

. ALL QC PARAMENTERS WERE WITHIN ESTABLISHED CONTROL LIMITS.

. HOLDING TIMES WERE MET.

INSTRUMENT INITIAL CALIBRATION & CONTINUING CALIBRATION CRITERIA WAS MET.



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA LABORATORY
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS UNIT
1449 W. TEMPLE STREET, LOS ANGELES
TEL: 213 620-3376

TABLE OF CONTENTS
(PCB ANALYSIS SCL 8649-8660)

CASE NARRATIVE

TABLE OF CONTENTS

HAZARDOUS MATERIJALS SAMPLE ANALYSIS REQUEST FORMS

LABORATORY ANALYTICAL REPORT(S)

Method blank

Method Standard recovery
Laboratory control Sample
Sample Duplicate Analysis

QC SUMMARY FOR

aoowe

QC SUMMARY FOR Matrix Spike / Matrix Spike Duplicate Recovery

TOTAL PAGES = 7
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_ . Laboratory Report
Southern California Laboratory - Hazardous Materials Unit
) 1449 W, Temple Street, Los Angeles, CA 90026
, Telephone 213-620-3376

Collector's Name :DAVID RASMUSSEN SCL NO. : 8657 TO 8660

Sample Location  :SOUTHERN CAL. CHEMICAL Date Reported : 3/29/90
8851 DICE ROAD, SANTE FE SPRING

Analytical Procedures Used : EPA 8080/8081 FOR ANALYSIS
EPA 3540 FOR EXTRACTION
EPA 3620 FOR CLEANUP

PCBs ANALYSIS

DETECTION LIMIT |
SCL NO.; 8649 |8650 8651 8652 8659 | 8649 ;8650 ggg; 8659
COL. NO. SC??M SC?gM SC?%M SC?EM S???M
MATRIX | SOIL SOIL SOIL SOIL SOIL .
CAS No. UNITS Img/kg ma/kg | mg/kg mg/kg | mg/kg | mg/kgl mg/kg mg/kgl ma/kg
12674-11-2 PCB 1016 ND ND ND ND ND 50 250 200 10
11104-28-2 PCB 1221 ND ND ND ND ND 50 250 200 10
11141-16-5 PCB 1232 ND ND ND ND ND 50 250 200 10
53463-21-9 PCB 1242 ND ND ND ND ND 50 250 200 10
12672-29-6 PCB 1248 ND ND ND ND ND 50 250 200 10
11097-69-1 PCB 1254 ND ND ND ND ND 50 250 200 10
11096-82-5 PCB 1260 180 710 450 660 15 50 250 200 10
37324-23-5 PCB 1262 ND ND ND ND ND 50 250 200 10
Note: ND = Not Detected NA = Not Analyzed
Sample Preparation Analyst Supervising Chemist
N : o , . /;::%i{ii;iZ§7 ’ /.
;ﬁ“”**‘ 'JE?HA —ﬂkzyéé /n*ﬂ¢**<‘¢//“4 j%%5/§a [ T Vo %ié;cbé%b
MONINA L IGA " Ddte MONINA LIGA Date RUSS CHIN Date
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o QUALITY CONTROL (QC) REPORT y U6
SOUTHERN CAL{FORNIA LABORATORY - HAZARDOUS MATERIALS UNIT

1449 W. TEMPLE STREET, CA 90026

' TEL: 213 620-3376 PAGE 1 OF 2
COLLECTOR'S NAME: DAVID RASMUSSEN DATE SAMPLE RECEIVED: 03/15/90
SAMPLING LOCATION:SOUTHERN CAL. CHEMICAL
ANALYTICAL BATCH LAB ID NO.: SCL 8643 TO 8652 & 8659 DATE SAMPLE PREPARED: 03/13/90 - 03/21/90
ANALYTICAL PROCEDURES USED: EPA METHOD 8080/8081 GC/ECD FOR PCB ANALYSIS DATE SAMPLE ANALYZED: 03/22/90 - 03/29/90
EPA METHOD 3540 SOXHLET EXTRACTON
EPA METHOD 3620 FLORISIL COLUMM FOR CLEANUP

4C SUMMARY FOR

A: METHOD BLANK
B: METHOD STANDARD RECOVERY - PCB 1260 WAS ANALYZED
C: LABORATORY CONTROL SAMPLE - SOIL MATRIX WITH PCB 1260 WAS ANALYZED
0: SAMPLE DUPLICATE ANALYSIS
A B ¢ 0
METHOD STANDARD LABORATORY DULPICATE SAMPLE ANALYSIS ]
CONTROL SAMPLE Performed on SCL 8650 Matrix  SOIL
HETHOD frmmmemmpmsmmmmemfmsmsmd - eesedaceecae aecaecseses
BLANK CONTROL Control
RECOVERY LIMIT Found|{ Tlimit Run 1] Run 2| RPD
COMPOUND ma/kg ] % mg/kgi mg/kg COMPOUND mg/kg; mg/kg; %
PCB 1016 (0.5 PCS 1260 120 | 696 3.4
PC8 1221 (0.5
PCB 1232 (0.5
PCB 1242 0.5
PCB 1248 0.5
PCB 1254 (0.5
PCB 1260 (0.5 100 80 - 120 16 | 11.0-16.3 _
PCB 1262 (0.5 control Limit (20
NOTE : NA = not analyzed
SAMPLE PREPARATION ARALYST SUPERVISING CHEMIST

o . . . ) 2 f;//:
Arrne c“'/‘17"“ 351/ At Vg e Fi‘élf}/ﬁ5if ,//;?;;;i;;,<ef;;;%§fffi P 'fff??f?;éﬂ
” » /27 , 7

J
MONINA LIGAO DATE HONINA L1GAD DATE RUSS CHIN DATE




QUALITY CONTROL (QC) REPORT
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA LABORATORY - HAZARDOUS MATERIALS UNIT
1449 W, TEMPLE STREET, CA 90026
TEL: 213 620-3376

GOGOGY

PAGE 2 OF 2

COLLECTOR'S NAME: DAVID RASMUSSEN
SAMPLING LOCATION: SOUTHERN CAL. CHEMICAL

ANALYTICAL BATCH LAB ID NO.: SCL 8649 TO 8652 & 8659

ANALYTICAL PROCEDURES USED: EPA METHOD 8080/8081

EPA METHOD 3580
EPA HETHOD 3620

GC/ECD FOR PCB ANALYSIS
SOXHLET EXTRACTION
FLORISIL COLUMN FOR CLEANUP

DATE SAMPLE RECEIVED:03/15/90
DATE SAMPLE PREPARED:03/19/90 - 03/21/90

DATE SAMPLE ANALYZED:03/22/80 - 03/29/90

4C SUMMARY FOR ,
MATRIX SPIKE(HS)/MATRIX SPIKE DUPLICATE(MSD) PERCENT RCOVERY

MATRIX SPIKE REFORMED ON  SCL 8659 TYPE OF MATRIX  SOIL TYPE OF PCB SPIKED  PCB 1260
HATRIX SPIKE HATRIX SPIKE
AMOUNT OF | AMOUNT DUPLICATE AVE CONTROL R%¥D CONTROL
ANALYTE | ANALYTE LIRTITS BETHEEN .LIHIITS
IN SAMPLE : ADDED AMOUNT AMOUNT % REC | FOR % REC) MS/MSD FOR RPD
COMPOUND RECOVERED : % REC ; RECOVERED ¥ REC
mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg ] mg/kg % ] ] % %
PCS 1260 19 100 105 30.0 110 95,03 92.568.0-123 5.4 (20
SAMPLE PREPARATION ANALYST SUPERVISING CHEMIST
/j Py
‘ ) . 7 - > y ’ ";7
/N//)M-o\—( Q/Cqu ?/gfyé‘d T Dy L/Q.TQ ‘)//;1/{/)6 / Z%Z’ / /; 0/§)0
4 4 7 1 ’
MONINA LIGAD DATE MONINA LIGAQ DATE RUSS CHIN DATE
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Workplan
Remedial Actions for Soil Mound Area

Southern California Chemical Company
Santa Fe Springs, California

Prepared by

Targhee, Inc.
Long Beach, California
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I. Introduction

The August 28, 1987 Consent Agreement between the State of
California Department of Health Services (DHS) and Southern
California Chemical Company (SCC) requires that SCC clean up and
remove any hazardous wastes which may be contained 1in that
portion of the facility on which several mounds of dirt and rock
are presently located (the soil mound area).

This workplan will delineate the scope of the problem and discuss
various remedial methodologies. The proposed remedial action for
the soil mound area will be presented including the specific
activities required as well as their justification. A tentative
schedule will also be presented. Actual, fixed dates will depend
on receipt of agency approval(s) and resource availability.

IT. Scope of Problem

The soil mound area is located in the northern portion of SCC's
Santa Fe Springs facility and is approximately 160 feet by 60
feet in size (see Plot plan, Appendix I). It is underlain by soil
and bordered to the east, south, and west by concrete or asphalt
paving. Immediately to the north is the fenced facility boundary
and a railroad spur to an adjacent facility.

The materials in question consist primarily of soil, rock,
asphalt, and concrete debris piled in mounds 3'-4' high
throughout the subject area. All materials originated on site as
a result of construction and facility improvement activities with
the majority resulting from construction of the central roadway.

Agency concern was communicated to SCC on November 6, 1986
resulting from a June 25, 1986 sampling inspection by DHS
following an April 29, 1986 Notice of Violation.- Analysis of the
samples taken from the soil mound area indicated levels of lead,

zinc, and copper above background. It was noted at that time
that the area contained soils that, "appeared to be dark
brown/dark black (contaminated) in some spots and 1light brown
(uncontaminated) in other spots..."™ (See Appendix II). The

subject samples (listed as SCCO0l, SCC02, and SCC03) were taken
from those portions of the mounds where -~ "Soil color was dark
brown." These analytical results are included as Appendix III.

Subsequent to these notices, SCC excavated those portions of the
mounds displaying obvious visual contamination. These materials
were manifested and disposed at a Class I facility. (See
Appendix 1IV. for the representative manifests.) However,
considerable debris and lighter colored soils remain in the soil
mound area at this time.



III. Remediation Methodologies

Sections 3.1.15(a) (1) and 3.1.15(c)(4) of the Consent Agreement
stipulate that the proposed remedial effort,"... remove any
hazardous waste(s) which may be contained in...that portion of
the northeastern quadrant of the facility on which several mounds
of dirt and rocks are presently located (the soil mound area);"
and "... that the soil mound area ...[be]...completely removed."
Direction of this nature and specificity precludes investigating
alternative remediation methodologies such as encapsulation,
stabilization, or other in-situ techniques. The proposed
remedial action described in the following section will detail
the total removal of mounded soils, concrete and other debris in
the subject area.

IV. Proposed Remedial Action Plan.

The existence of limited contamination in the soil mound area (at
the initial sampling episode) has been demonstrated but not fully
characterized. In consideration of the Consent Agreement as well
as temporal constrains, further sampling and analysis of mounded
materials is unwarranted. No segregation of contaminated or
uncontaminated material is contemplated. Further, as the
original waste profile will be wutilized, no additional waste
characterization is required prior to disposal at the Class I
facility.

A. Remediation Plan
SCC propose to comply with the requirements of the Consent

Agreement, Section 3.1.15 pertaining to the so0il mound area by
performing the following series of tasks:

1. The actual extent of the so0il mound area will be
physically demarcated at the facility and indicated on
a plot plan.

2. All mounded materials including soils, concrete,

asphalt, and other miscellaneous debris will be removed
to existing grade level.

3. These materials will Dbe manifested and properly
transported by a licensed waste hauler to a Class I
disposal facility.

4. SCC will notify DHS within 15 days of project
completion that all proposed work has been completed
according to Section 3.1.15 (c) of the Consent
Agreement.



B. Health and Safety

The following health and safety precaution will be observed
during the working phases of this project:

1. SCC personnel not directly involved in the <clean up
project will be restricted from the immediate work
area.

2. All ScC, contractor, transportation, or supervisory

personnel will be provided with appropriate personal
protective equipment. This will consist of Tyvek (or
equivalent) coverall and respiratory protection for any
airborne particulate contaminants.

A preconstruction health and safety tailgate meeting will be
conducted and documented prior to commencement of work.

C. Sampling

Random samples of the mounded material will be taken during
removal by SCC laboratory personnel and analyzed for metals and
pH. These will be retained for documentation purposes only.
Copies of the analytical results will be provided to DHS as they
are available.

D. Supervision of Work

All work encompassing the physical delineation of the soil mound
area, materials removal, and health and safety requirements will
be supervised by authorized representatives of Targhee, Inc., the
designated project supervisor. (See Section 4.1 of the Consent
Adreement.)

E. Documentation
SCC will provide the following documentation to DHS:

1. Plot plan of the facility indicating the extent of the
soil mound area.

2. Manifest records of material transported from the soil
mound area to the Class I disposal facility.

3. Documentation of the tailgate health and safety
advisory meeting.

4. Analytical results of samples taken from the soil mound
area during removal.



5.

Certification that the soil mound area has been removed
in accordance with Section 3.1.15 (c)(4) of the Consent
Agreement.

V. Schedule

Following DHS review, comment, and approval of this work plan as
stipulated in Section 3.1.15(d) of the Consent Agreement, SCC
proposes the following schedule:

A,

B.

DHS approval received.

Within 30 days following Action A the following tasks
will be completed:

1. Demarcation of soil mound area.
2. Removal of materials in soil mound area.
3. Transport of removed material to a Class I

disposal facility.

Within 45 days following Action A. notification will be
made to DHS of work completion (this 1is the 15 day
notice required by the Consent Agreement).

Within 60 days following Action A. all documentation
(excepting analytical data) as described in Section E.
will be submitted.

Analytical results will be submitted to DHS as
available.



IT.

ITI.

Iv.

Appendices
Plot plan of SCC facility indicating soil mound area.
June 25, 1986 DHS sampling inspection comments.

June 25, 1986 DHS sampling inspection analytical
results,

Hazardous Waste Manifests for selected material removed
from the soil mound area in late 1986.
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Southern California Chemical --EPA ID NUMBER CAD 008488025
8851 Dice Road, Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670

Los Angeles County

(213) 698-8036

On June 25, 1986, a sampling inspection was conducted at the
facility by the Department of Health Services (DHS) Surveillance
and Enforcement Unit in Los Angeles. The purpose of the
inspection was to delineate areas of contamination alleged in the
Notice of Violation dated April 29, 198s6.

I. Persons Present: Barron Peeler;Hazardous Materials

Specialist~Southern California Section

Steve Lavinger;Hazardous Materials
Specialist-Southern California Section

Mary Osborne;Hazardous Materials
Specialist-Southern California Section

Milton Giorgitta;Plant Manager-Southern
California Chemical

Sonya Shuartsman;Senior Chemist-Southern
California Chemical

II. Description of Facility: The facility recycles copper
sulfate and ferric chloride. Waste are treated by process
of oxidation and precipitation of chemicals consisting of
inorganics (acids, caustics, sulfurics and ammonias).

Before July of 1985, the waste from facility operations was
punmped into a surface impoundment-Pond #1 (see attached Map).
Pond #1 has been replaced by two treatment tanks. Waste are
reclaimed for resale.

III. 1Inspection Activities and Observations at S.C.C.

At 'approximately 1330,Department of Health Services inspectors
arrived at the site. We met with Milton Giorgitta, plant
manager of Southern California Chemical. We informed Mr.
Giorgitta that we wished to collect samples to delinate areas
contaminated. Three areas were initially choosen for
investigation. ,

1. Soil Mound Area.

2. Pond #3 Area (Rain Water Holding Tank Area).

3. Back parking lot area.



Mr. Giorgitta gave his consent for Department of Health Services
inspectors to sample and requested splits. At approximately
1400, the sampling had begun. Split samples were collected by
Sonya Shuartsman, Senior Chenist. Pictures of samples and
sampling area were taken by Mary Osborne-DHS. Steve Lavinger
collected the samples and Barron Peeler assisted with logging the
samples. All soil samples were collected from the surface. (Map
of sampling locations is attached).

A total of twelve samples were collected. Eleven (1ll) samples
were collected in glass jars (for the analysis of metals and pH)
and one in a VOA vial (for analysis of volatile organics).
Samples were numbered in the field from SCCO1l to SCCl2.- The
sample numbers and field information related to each sample are
as follows.

Area 1l: Soil Mound Area Observations of soil discoloration in
this area were made during March 25, 1986 DHS inspection. The
color of the soil on that day and the day of this inspection
appeared to be dark brown/black (contaminated) in some spots and
light brown (uncontaminated) in other spots Area 1. Strongly
marked variations in soil color is commonly associated with
chemical contamination.

The following samples were collected in Area 1:

SCCO0l1-At approximately 1415 hours a soil sample was taken
from the northeast section of the facility (see map for
location). Soil color was dark brown. Texture was
uncompacted. No odors were detected in the proximity of the
soil mound area.

SCC02-A soil sample was taken approximately fifteen (15)
feet east of sample #SCCOl (see map for location). Soil
characteristics were same as SCCOl.

SCC03-A soil sample was taken from the mound approximately
ten (10) feet southwest of sample #SCCO0l1 (see map for
location). Soil characteristics were same as SCCOl.

Area 2 Pond #3 /Rain Water Holding Tank Area: Observation of
soil discoloration in this area were made during the March 25,
1986 Department of Health inspection. Also that day a greenish
color liquid was observed coming from the rain water holding tank
and running off to the off-site area just south of Pond #3. On




the day of this inspection, other